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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Arguments 

1 . Applicant's argunnents filed August 6, 2008 have been fully considered but they 
are not persuasive. On pages 8-9 applicant argues that Horlander et al in view of 
Wonfor et al fails to disclose, suggest, or teach the following limitations: "means for 
removing the copy protection from the selected program" as recited in Claim 5. It is 
taught by Wonfor in Column 4 Lines 50-67 through Column 5 Lines 1-48 the system 
determining the copy protection associated with each program. When the system 
determines copy protection is applied to the program the picture will be un-viewable 
(Column 5 Lines 45-47); however, if the copy protection is paid for properly to the rights 
holder than the copy protection is lifted on the program and thereby the user becomes 
an authorized user (Column 5 Lines 1-28). Thereby teaching the removal of copy 
protection from the program. It is noted applicant argues that the copy protection 
process is not applied to a program being delivered for recording; however, the claim 
recited the selected program is for viewing or recording. Although, all of applicants 
points are understood the examiner can not agree and therefore the rejection is 
maintained. 

2. Claims 5-12 are currently pending. Claims 1-4 have been cancelled on August 6, 
2008. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or deschbed as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 5-12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Horlander et a! (7,01 7,171) In view of Wonfor et al (US 6,381 ,747). 

[claim 5] 

Regarding claim 5, Horlander discloses the claimed limitations of claim 5, 
including providing the selected program without copy protection (see col31, lines 53-58 
and col.32, lines 52-56) here if it is legal to copy the bit stream the source device 
instructs the VCR to turn on its DAV receiver and to go into the record more, and 
additionally DSS checks the copy protect mode of the video bit stream and determines if 
it is permissible to make a copy. If digital copies are permitted then the default device 
hails for the DAV bus. 

Horlander fails to explicitly disclose means for displaying the interactive television 
program guide, and means for removing the copy protection from the selected program. 

Wonfor et al teach a method of controlling copy protection in digital video 
networks where it is desired to copy protect an analog or digital video output signal 
associated with a digital video network, comprising displaying the interactive television 
program guide (see col.3, lines 8-10), and removing the copy protection from the 
selected program (see col.7, line 60 to col.8, line 8). Displaying the interactive television 
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program guide provides tlie desirable advantage of allowing the user the time to 
preview the program guide to see what programs are available before selecting a 
desired program, and removing the copy protection from the selected program provides 
the desirable advantage of allowing the user to have access to the programs in order to 
copy desired programs. 

It, therefore, would haven obvious to modify Horlander by realizing Horiander 
with the means for displaying the interactive television program guide, as taught by 
Wonfor, since this provides the desirable advantage of allowing the user the time to 
preview the program guide to see what programs are available before selecting a 
desired program, and also would have been obvious to modify Horlander by realizing 
Horlander with the means for removing the copy protection from the selected program, 
as taught by Wonfor, since this provides the desirable advantage of allowing the user to 
have access to the programs in order to copy desired programs, for example. 

Furthermore, Horlander fails to explicitly disclose means for offering the selected 
program for purchase at a price for the program without copy protection when the 
program is selected for recording, means for offering the selected program for purchase 
at a price for the program with copy protection when the program is selected for 
viewing, and means for providing the selected program with copy protection when the 
program is purchased at the price for the program with copy protection. However, this 
would have been an obvious engineering design consideration depending on the circuit 
at hand, 
[claim 6] 
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Regarding claim 6, Horlander et a! and Wonfor et a! fail to explicitly disclose 
wherein the price for the program without copy protection is more than the price for the 
program with copy protection. However, this would have been an obvious engineering 
design consideration depending on circuit at hand, 
[claim 7] 

Regarding claim 7, the claimed limitations of claim 7 are accommodated in the 
discussions of claim 5 above, 
[claim 8] 

Regarding claim 8, the claimed limitations of claim 8 are accommodated in the 
discussions of claim 6 above, 
[claim 9] 

Regarding claim 9, the claimed limitations of claim 9 are accommodated in the 
discussions of claim 5 above; except, wherein the control circuitry directs the tuner 
circuitry to tune to the selected program with copy protection (see Horlander et al, col.4, 
lines 44-50, and col. 13, lines 13-23). Horlander and Wonfor fail to explicitly disclose 
wherein the control circuitry is configured to direct the display circuitry to display a 
message offering the user the selected program for purchase at a price for the program 
without/with copy protection when the program is selected for recording/viewing, 
respectively. However, this would have been an obvious engineering design 
consideration depending on the circuit at hand, 
[claim 10] 
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Regarding claim 10, the claimed limitations of claim 10 are accommodated in the 
discussions of claim 6 above, 
[claim 11] 

Regarding claim 11, the claimed limitations of claim 11 are accommodated in the 
discussions of claim 5 above, 
[claim 12] 

Regarding claim 12, the claimed limitations of claim 12 are accommodated in the 
discussions of claim 6 above. 

Conclusion 

2. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 
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5. Any inquiry concerning tliis communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to JAMIE JO VENT ATALA whose telephone number is 
(571 )272-7384. The examiner can normally be reached on 7:30am-5:00pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor. Thai Tran can be reached on 571-272-7382. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/JAMIE JO VENT ATALA/ 
Examiner, Art Unit 2621 

/Thai Tran/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2621 



